DISCUSSION

In Finding of Fact No. 12, I accepted the testimony of Robb to the effect
that the discipline imposed on Complainant at the March 25, 1980, meeting was
to place him on a form of probation.  He was not discharged. Apparently
unwilling to accept the probationary status, he voluntarily resigned.  The
discipline was imposed solely by Robb.  It resulted'from Robb's evaluation of
Complainant's work performance.  Whether the evaluation was accurate or whether
it was fair is not a matter for me to decide.  I accept the testimony of Uobb
that Complainant made no safety related complaints to him and that he (Robb)
was not aware of any such complaints having been made to others.  Therefore,
the discipline imposed by Robb, such as it was, was not related to activity
protected under the Act.

5.  Since Complainant failed to establish that he was discharged or
otherwise discriminated against in violation of section 105(c) of the Act, he
is not entitled to the relief sought in his complaint.

ORDER

On the basis of the above findings of fact and conclusions of law, the
complaint and this proceeding are DISMISSED.

James A.   Broderlck
Administrative Law Judge
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